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urban areas.* In designing distribution plans, state commissions might want to consider
several factors.

a. A state plan might be designed to reflect that service areas and build-out
responsibilities for competitive LECs in the state are larger than wire centers, and
accordingly require a cost mode! operating at a geographic scale larger than the
wire center.

b. A state plan might be designed to reflect the geographic scale at which incumbent
LEC wholesale prices are de-averaged.*’ '

c. A state plan might be designed around specific state policy objectives. For
example, a state might want to promote investment in parts of a state needing to
upgrade the quality of service or physical facilities.

Each plan would also contain assurances necessary to distribute the funds efficiently and to
meet federal policy objectives.

a.  The plan would state that the commission has authority under state law to distribute
federal discretionary high cost support.*

“ Two methods are described here for purposes of illustration.

Using Method A, the state commussion would perform a support calculation for each ETC in the state.
The support for each ETC would be based upon the difference between its average cost and a statewide cost
threshold. Cost could be determined by a forward-looking cost model, an embedded cost model, or a blend of the
two. Therefore. Model A could itself have s number of vanants based oa different combinations of forward-
looking and embedded costs.

This 1s analogous to the method that the FCC would use to calculate support for the state as a whole, but
with the difference that the state would adjust the statewrde threshold cost parameter to ensure the distnibution of
all high cost funds, both state and federal, that are likely to be available. The total amount distnbuted would
consist of federal hold-harmless support, federal discretionary support and any funds raised by the state.

Using Method B, as in Method A, the state commussion would perform a support calculation for each
ETC in the state, and once again the support for each ETC would be based upon the difference between its
sverage cost and a statewide cost threshold. Each ETC would receive 100 percent of its hold-harmless amount
plus a pro-rata portioa of its other support need. The pro-rata portica would be the same for all ETCs in that
state 1n a given year. As with Method A, the total amount distnbuted would consist of federal hold-harmiess
support. foderal discretionary support and any funds raised by the state.

** For example. if a state has established throe pncing zones for resale of services available from its

regional Bell operating company. it mught decide 0 establish the same three zones for calculation of high cost
support.

“ The FCC might want to seek public comment on whether state commissions will require legislative

authonty to distnbute federal funds 1n this manner. Some commussions may conclude that they presently have
authonty 1o so act, either under the Telecom Act or under existing state law. Others may need or may desire to

(continued...)
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b.  The plan would state whether the commission prefers to receive title to the funds
or to have a power of appointment for the funds. If the commission prefers title,
the plan should also describe whether the commission prefers to use a third party
administrator to receive and account for federal support, and if so, should name
that administrator.

c.  The plan would state that distributions of federal funds will be made oniy to ETCs
for the purpose of defraying high local rates for universal service'’ in high cost,
rural and insular areas.

The FCC would review state plans for distribution of federal funds. The FCC would
require that such plans advance the objectives of section 254 of the Telecom Act, including the
requirement that rates and service in rural areas be reasonably comparable to those in urban
areas. State plans would also need 10 be competitively neutral,** and should also ensure that

each ETC receives an amount of federal support at least equal to the hold-harmless portion
that ETC has generated.

G. Individual Income Factors
Average income might be used to adjust federal support levels. Support might be

increased, for example, in states with a high incidence of poverty or states with a low average
income. Low income ratepayers in many cases may also live in low cost areas, thus creating
the appearance that poor individuals in low-cost areas are being required to subsidize rich
individuals in high-cost areas. While using an income-based test may warrant further study,
for the reasons discussed below, no income factor has been included in this proposal.

First, by collecting funds from interstate revenues, federal support will be raised in a
progressive manner. This is because customers who use a high volume of interstate services
will contribute proportionately more to the fund. These are generally business customers and

“ (...continued)
seck explicil state statutory authonty.

47

The ¢lements of service required 10 be supported are defined in 47 U.S.C. § 54.101.

The competitive neutraity requirement mught require that carrier support be °portable. *
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higher income residential customers. It is unlikely, therefore, that low-income individuals.
even in low-cost states, would be significantly burdened by this proposal.*’

Moreover, high cost support is only one part of the program supported by the FCC's
universal service mechanisms. Support for schools and libraries and support for the lifeline
and link-up programs are specifically targeted to the needs of the educational and low-income
communities. [ndeed, much of the support under these programs flows to low-cost areas.

H. Subsequent Years.

It was noted above that the most recent possible embedded data should be used in each
year's support calculation. Indeed, it may be that the data should be so fresh that they should
be estimated for the upcoming year.*

In addition, hold-harmless calculations should be updated annually. This will ensure that
legitimate transactions now in progress will be reflected in the hold-harmless base. For
example, although the FCC has forbidden further increases of high cost support through sale
of exchanges to small companies,®' some such sales have already been completed. It would be
unfair 1o the carriers and customers in these states if the effects of completed and allowed
telephone exchange sales were to be ignored in the hold-harmless calculation.*

I. Lifetime of the Plan.

For a number of reasons, this model should be considered an interim solution. This is

due in part to limitations in the model, and due in part to expected developments in the
telecommunications industry.

“° Moreover, as & practical matter, 30 loag as the high cost support is funded by a surcharge on a class
of service (i.e., “interstate®) it would be impractical if not impossible to exclude contribution from low-income
tndividuais who happened to use that class of service.

** An auditing provision would also be needed. See footnote 30, above.

" This prolubition applies unless » carner made a binding commitment before May 7, 1997 to purchase

an exchange. Universal Service Order, § 308.

2 This will require the FCC to continue to recalculate support under the existing system as though that

system were still un effect. In particular, the FCC will bave t0 calculate both high cost support and DEM
weighting as though this plan had not been adopted.
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The model includes embedded cost as a primary factor affecting the distribution of
federal support. As facilities-based competition progresses, more and more investment will be
made by competitive LECS. Competitive LECs do not, however, report their costs to the
FCC, and these costs cannot be added to those filed by incumbent LECs. As facilities-based
competitive LECs acquire a larger share of the local exchange market, their investment may
become a significant share of the total investment in the public switched network. In that
event, embedded cost data will increasingly understate total net investment, and any model! that
relies on average embedded cost in each state can become less reliable. When reported
investment decreases to 70 or 80 percent of the total network, this model may need to be
replaced, possibly by 3 bidding process.”

The model also includes, in Step 4, a hold-harmless calculation. Because of the methods
that the FCC has used in the past to distribute federal support, this hold-harmless guarantee is
primarily of benefit to smaller incumbent LECs. Many of these companies are rural telephone
companies and are entitled to separate treatment under applicable FCC orders. To date, the
FCC has not indicated any clear intent to reduce substantially the support for these companies
and has left this question to subsequent rulemaking.* Nevertheless, after the passage of
several years, policy makers might attach reduced importance to sustaining the hold-harmless
expectation indefinitely.

The telecommunications market itself may also evolve in unexpected ways. This could
invalidate some of the assumptions underlying the FCC's current policy on high cost areas and
could equally invalidate the assumptions underlying this model. For example, the FCC

requires that high cost support be calculated on a fine geographic basis no larger than the wire

» The model bases support distnbutions for some states on the difference between the state’s embedded
average cost and the national average cost. Therefore, 10 the extent that a particular data error applies equally to
all states, 1t could have a negligible effect on the distnbution. However, at some time in the future, facilities-
based competitive LECs may have so many lines that the embedded cost per line data from incumbent LECs will

no longer represeat a fair sample of the lines in the state. Al that time the reported embedded investment would
0o longer be a reliable indicator of cost.

* The FCC has stated an wtention 1o establish a forward-looking economic cost mechanism for rural
camers. Unmiversal Service Order. § 252. The FCC also has stated that it will not base distributions to rural
camners oa forward-looking cost until further review. /d. at § 203. However, the FCC has also stated that it

intends to pay only 25 percent of the cost of support, /d. at § 269, and this presumably applies to both rural and
non-rural camers.
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center.’® This presupposes that competitive LECs will be free in each state to offer their
service areas on a fine geographic scale and also presupposes that resale rates will be de-
averaged at a similar scale. As states implement the Telecom Act over the next several years,
those assumptions may not prove accurate. In that event, it may be appropriate to calculate
forward-looking support on a different geographic scale.*

Based upon these considerations, the FCC may want to reexamine this model after it has
been in place approximately four years. It may be appropriate to make major changes to the
mode! at that time or even (o develop an entirely new model.

V. Benefits

The proposed plan offers numerous benefits.

A. Intrastate Purpose

Under this plan, while the benefits vary from one state to another, all of the money
produced would be used by state commissions to reduce intrastate rates. This is consistent
with the purpose of the present high cost funding program and with the Act’s requirement to
achieve “reasonably comparable rates.”

This plan is also more likely to produce reduced retail rates or to maintain existing rate
levels. Under the May 8 order, high cost support would have been used to reduce interstate
access charges. Therefore, the immediate beneficiaries of the FCC’s program were interstate
service providers who might then choose to pass these cost reductions along in the form of rate
reductions. If rates were reduced, benefits would not necessarily flow to the states from
which the contributions came, but, under the Telecom Act,*’ would produce nationwide toll
rale decreases.

This plan does not provide any revenue for carriers providing services in the interstate
Jurisdiction. If the FCC is concerned that access charges include implicit subsidies, it may

3% Universal Service Order, § 250(10).

* Alternatively, competitive LECs may be able to 1deaufy low—cost and high profit customers within a
wire center and avoid serving other hugher cost or lower volume customers. [n that event, even more
geographically precise measurements of cost may be necessary.

37

47 U.S.C. §254(3).
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want to establish additional surcharges and distributions in order to convert existing implicit

subsidies in the interstate jurisdiction to explicit subsidies.

B. Sufficiency |

Assuming that the national average cost is "reasonably comparable” to urban costs,” this
proposal, in conjunction with state-raised funds, would be sufficient to ensure that all rural
areas have intrastate rates no higher than those "reasonably comparable” to urban areas.

This plan may require states to enact supplemental programs, as authorized under section
254(f) of the Telecom Act. The details will depend upon several factors, including whether
states de-average their retail and wholesale rates.

C. Minimal Size

The total cost of this proposal, is estimated at $1.95 billion.”® This is an increase from
the current total support (for high cost and DEM weighting) of approximately $1.25 billion.®

This proposal would require a smaller fund than any plan that fully funds the resuits of a
forward-looking cost model. Since those models generally calculate support on a wire-center-
by-wire-center basis (or smaller), and since they do not take account of embedded costs in low
cost areas, they tend to require much larger expenditures of federal funds. For example,
under the Blended Cost model, full federal funding would have a total cost of $7.8 billion.*

* Or. in the case of embedded costs, assumung that 105% of the national average is reasonably

<omparable w0 urban costs.

n Thus estimate is based upon use of the Blended Cost Model for forward-looking costs and full bold-

harmiess 0o DEM weighting for all companses, including sverage schedule companies. The data do not include
Alaska or the insular areas. Actual costs should be lower for two reasoas:

1. The costs required by forward-looking models are decreasing.

2. Exclusion of DEM weighting for some average schedule companies should reduce cost by
approtimately $90 oulhon.

© 1996 tugh cost support was $826 mulhion, and DEM weighting was $428 million. Industry Analysis

Dvision. Common Carner Bureau, FCC, Universal Service Support and Telephone Revenue by State, January,
1998, tables 2 and 6. These figures include Alaska and the insular areas.

*" This estimate does 0ot include Alaska or the insular areas.
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D. Intrastate Revenues Unaffected
This proposal would be financed by an explicit surcharge on the interstate revenues of
interstate carriers. Intrastate revenues would not be affected.

E. Competitive Neutrality

Federal funds would be distributed to state commissions, and the federal distribution
would therefore be competitively neutral. In further distributing these funds, state
commissions would also demonstrate, based on their plans approved by the FCC, that they
would not establish a preference for a particular kind of carrier or technology.

This plan calculates support without regard to whether a carrier is a “rural” or a “non-
rural” carrier. Therefore the plan would no longer discriminate against customers served by
large local exchange carriers.®

F. Incentive for Investment

Depending upon other factors. this plan offers many states the prospect of increased
federal support soon after carriers in that state make additional investment in the existing
network.® For these states, increased facilities investment will promptly result in increased

support to the state, particularly since embedded cost data are used based upon projections
rather than historical data.

G. Compatible With Separations
This plan takes account of the jurisdictional separations of costs and revenues. Support
10 states is reduced, by an average of approximately 25 percent, based upon costs already

covered in the interstate jurisdiction. While ensuring adequate federal support, this mechanism
prevents double recovery.

2 Current FCC rules provide additional high cost support if a high cost company has fewer than -

200.000 lines and t0 all companses with fewer than $0.000 lines.

# Under current calculations, 17 states would receive support based upon embedded cost.
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H. Compatible with State Policies
1. State Distributions

This plan distributes support to carriers in a manner directed by the state commission,
although the hold-harmless portion of distributions would be constrained by the historical
eligibility of carriers.

Discretionary distributions by state commissions would be constrained by a state
distribution plan approved in advance by the FCC. State commissions would need to develop
these plans. While this may be an added burden on states, it is one that would likely fall on
states in any case if the existing FCC order were implemented.

State commissions would have significant discretion over the support distributed to
individual carriers.* For this reason, state commissions will be able to coordinate federal
high cost support with any supplemental state support. Indeed, several states already have
high cost support mechanisms in place, and these states could be assured by this plan that
federal funding distributions will not be incompatible with their existing programs.

State distribution of high cost funds may also make simpler any effort to tie support to
service quality. State commissions are well situated to observe service quality in their states.
If the FCC were able to provide periodic and comprehensive national data, state commissions
might then choose to build incentives for service quality into their high cost distribution plans.

Distribution to state commissions will also minimize the effects of any residual errors in
the forward looking cost models. First, because calculations will be made on a statewide basis
rather than on a wire center basis (or smaller), errors arising from particular geographic
circumstances will tend to disappear. By making the sample size larger, the models should be
more accurate, at least as to some kinds of non-systematic errors. Second, under this plan
relatively few states receive support based upon forward-looking cost. Therefore, for states
receiving support on any other basis, any remaining errors in the forward looking modeis
cause no harm.

2. State Rate Designs
Under the Telecom Act, states retain jurisdiction over intrastate rate designs, including

whether to deaverage UNEs, whether 10 deaverage retail rates, and how to determine the size

“ Hold-barmless support 13 an exception to this rule.
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of service areas for ETCs. This plan will permit states to evolve all of these policies in an
interrelated manner. No state would be required to establish a particular sized unit for
calculation of high cost support or for pricing.

I. Eamings Based on Market Success

Because states will be able to coordinate high cost support policies with other
competition policies (such as deaveraging of UNEs, deaveraging of retail services and the size
of service areas) this plan is more likely to minimize the opportunity of carriers to make
profits by exploiting the irregularities of state and federal regulatory policy.

J.  Cost-Based System

This plan is based upon costs, rather than rates, and thus avoids any intrusion of
uncontrollable variables, such as state decisions to allocate revenues between toll and local
services. The plan takes account of the differences in average cost among states. Indeed, it
uses that criterion as the chief basis for the distribution.

To the extent that a state chooses to deaverage rates, the plan could leave the state
responsible to provide support for its own high cost areas from state-generated funds. This is
appropriate given that states control important rate setting policies and the states are likely to
differ considerably in the degree to which they deaverage rates and in the sizes of service areas
assigned to competitive carriers. Federal support will ensure that even when states choose to
levy supplemental charges 1o support high cost areas, they can still maintain overall rates that
are reasonably comparable to rates in urban areas.

This plan uses embedded cost and forward-looking costs as independent limits on federal
support. This ensures that the most economically efficient network is assumed when

calculating high cost support. [t also reduces the effect of any errors that may remain in
forward-looking cost models.

K. Single System

This plan treats all rural customers equally and thereby contributes 1o competitive
neutrality. The size of a carrier (¢.g.. more than 50,000 lines or more than 200,000 lines) is

not considered by this plan, only the characteristics of the service territory. Therefore, this
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plan would allow the FCC to abolish the questionable distinction in the May 8 order between
rural customers who happen to be served by "rural carriers” and rural customers who happen
to be served by "non-rural carriers.”

This plan also combines the existing high cost program that applies to loop costs and the
existing DEM weighting program that applies to switching costs. Several states appear to have
either high loop costs or high switching costs, but not both. Since the statutory objective is
reasonably comparable rates, and since rates are a function of all costs, combining loop and
switching costs will produce a simpler solution than the existing dual programs.* This also is
more efficient since it does not provide support to areas where loop or switching cost is high,
but overall costs are moderate.

Combining loop.- switch and trunking costs into a single plan is also consistent with the
mechanisms underlying the forward looking cost models. Those models estimate the cost
characteristics of a network that can provides the services supported by universal service.
That network necessarily includes some loop costs, but also some switching and trunking
costs.

For both of these reasons -- combination of rural and non-rural and combination of loop,
switch and trunking -- the alternative plan is simpler to design and administer. In particular,
this plan would permit the FCC to avoid the many difficult decisions and rulemakings that lie
ahead regarding high cost support for rural telephone companies. By combining rural and
non-rural, and by combining loop and switch, this plan considerably simplifies the existing
issue structure. The FCC can avoid anticipated rulemakings, now planned for 2001 or after,
relating to support for rural carriers. This will somewhat simplify the process of
implementing the Telecom Act for the FCC, and. on a substantive policy level, it will end the
troubling distinctions in present law between carriers based upon their overall size.

s
This 1s consistent with the support calculations made by forward looking models, which generally
calculate loop, switching and trunking costs.
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L. Hold-harmless

This plan includes hold-harmless protection, both for states as a whole and for individual
companies. This increases the total cost of federal support. Nevertheless, it is generally
consistent with the May 8 order, which promised rural telephone companies that they would
not face any significant change in support levels until at least January 1, 2001.

Hold-harmless support should be appropriate until the FCC becomes convinced that the
forward-looking cost models have become sufficiently precise that existing expectations of
continued support can safely be set aside.

M. Minimal Litigation Risk

This proposal could greatly reduce the uncerwinty arising from pending litigation in the
Fifth Circuit of the United States Court of Appeals. In that court, at least one low-average-
cost state is seeking to determine whether the FCC has authority to levy charges on the
intrastate revenues of interstate carriers. [n addition, other high cost states are seeking a
ruling on whether the FCC's May 8 order, setting federal support at 25% of need, is sufficient
to ensure that rates in rural and high cost areas will be reasonably comparable to rates in urban
areas.

If the pending challenge to the 25% federal support level should succeed in court, the
stakes are high. If the Court should rule in favor of the petitioners and rule that the FCC
must provide 100% of the support calculated under a forward-looking cost model, the Blended
Model would predict that the size of the federal fund might need to be $7.8 billion, more than
four times as large as the fund proposed here.

By adopting this plan, the FCC could moot both kinds of challenges. [t would no longer
be necessary for the FCC to assert jurisdiction to impose a charge on the intrastate revenues of
interstate carriers, and issues arising from the 25% federal support level described in the May
8 order would be mooted. While subsequent litigation would of course still be possible, the
probability of FCC success in such litigation might be higher than at present.
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Appendix A - The Distribution of Costs

Two forward-looking cost models are under consideration by the FCC, the Hatfield
mode! and the BCPM model. Each performs detailed cost analyses in small geographic areas.
Each mode! then sorts these geographic areas into zones based upon the density of telephone
lines per square mile. While it is not possible to blend the analyses of the two models, either
model can be used to examine how density affects cost.® The results clearly indicate that it is
more expensive (o provide telecommunications services in rural states than in more densely

populated states.

Fig. 1. Average Cost by Density -
Five States
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Figure 1 shows, for five states, how forward-looking costs vary in the nine density zones
used by the Hatfield model.*’

* The Blended Cost Mode! was prepared because no cost model has yet been adopted by the FCC. The

Blended Cost Model, however, 1s merely an averaging of state-by-state results of the two leading models, BCPM
and Hatfield. The density zooe analysis within the rwo models cannot be averaged, however, because they do not

agree on the number of density zones and because they do not agree on the upper and lower bounds of the density
zones.

X
*’ Seven zones are used 1 the BCPM analysis. While the precise numbers may vary, substituting the
BCPM model for the Hatfield model produces simular results.



High Cost Funding Proposal page A-2
February 24, 1998

As Figure 1 illustrates, the Hatfield model predicts some cost variations from state to
state, but comparatively larger variations from one density zone to another. For the most
rural density zone (0 to 5 lines per square mile), costs are typically in the range of 3100 per
line per month.* In the second density zone (5 to 100 lines per square mile), costs are in the
range of $40 to $45 per line per month. Conversely, in the three density zones where density
exceeds 2,550 lines per square mile, costs average $12.77 per month.

There is little uniformity from state to state, however, with regard to demographics.
Figures 2 and 3 show the percentage of access lines found within each density zone for the
same five states represented in Figure 1.

The two more urban states, California and New York, are represented in Figure 2. In
California, 72 percent of the state’s access lines are located in the three highest density zones.
The Hatfield srudy reports the average weighted cost in these three zones in California to be
$12.19 per line per month. In New York, 68 percent of the access lines are found in those

Fig. 2. Access Lines by Density -
Two Low Cost States
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same three densely populated zones with an average cost of $12.89 per line per month.

* The Hatfield Model data used bere was denved from the model author’s run using standard design

parsmeters. The five states shown are representative of urban and rural states. Nevertheless, costs 1n some states

were higher or lower than the amounts shown here, particularly in the lowest density zone. from O to 5 lines per
square mule.
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The combination of few high-cost lines and many low-cost lines within an urban state
inevitably produces a low statewide average cost. Average costs predicted by the Hatfield
model are $15.01 in California and $17.21 in New York. These states have lower statewide
average costs than the national average cost of $20.52. |

In rural states, settlement patterns are quite different. Figure 3 shows the corresponding
data for Arkansas, Maine, and Vermont, three states that are more rural than either California
or New York. The graph indicates that a greater percentage of access lines in these rural
states are found in the lower density zones on the left side of the graph. Indeed, a significant
portion of telephone customers in these states live in the second density zone (where density is
between 5 to 100 lines per square mile). The characteristic cost within this density zone is

Fig. 3. Access Lines by Density - Three High Cost States
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approximately $45 per line per month.*

% Each of the three states also shows increased population in the fifth deasity zone. This presumably

results from the effects of small cities, like Little Rock, Portland, and Burlington. The cost characteristic of thus
density zone s about $15 per month.
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Figure 3 also shows that each of these three rural states has only a small proportion of its
access lines located in the three highest density zones. Therefore these states have relatively
few low-cost lines.

A state with a high percentage of its access lines in high cost areas generally will have a
high average cost. Average costs predicted by the Hatfield model are $31.43 in Arkansas,
$30.42 in Maine, and $29.45 in Vermont. The statewide average in all three states is about
$10 higher than the national average cost.

Since a high proportion of access lines in these rural states are in low-density and high-
cost areas, these states may also have a higher proportion of customers at risk from any rate
de-averaging that might follow local exchange competition. While density is not the only
determinant of high co.st. this analysis demonstrates that some rural states have a high
proportion of their access lines in high cost areas. These areas would be particularly
vulnerable to rate increases, and the ensuing loss of customer penetration, if funding for high
cost support is insufficient.
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Appendix B - Sources of Embedded Cost Data

Embedded data were derived from the following sources.
(a) Loop Cost.

This was set equal to the 1996 unseparated NTS revenue requirement™ of all carriers. as
reported to the FCC and as further reported in the 1997 Monitoring Report prepared by the
Docket 80-286 Joint Board staff.

(b) Switching Cost.

(i) For Cost Companies - Data were extracted from the same NECA filing that
was used for the loop studies. Contained in this data is Account 2210, Central Office

Equipment (COE) Switching Investment which was used to determine Cat 2 (Tandem) and Cat
3 (Local Switching) by cost company study area. Using ARMIS 4304 data, GSF factors were
calculated to supplement the COE data. Generic “small company” factors were developed
using the average of all Tier | LECs excluding the RBOCs. Individual factors were developed
at the study area level for the Tier | LECs. The revenue requirements were divided by USF
loops to obuain a Switching Revenue Requirements/Loop. by study area.
(i1) For Average Schedule Companies - The data of local switching support
(weighted DEM) amounts by study area was obtained from a filing with USAC. This data
was generated by multiplying the COE revenue requirements by a set of factors based upon
line size and minutes of use per line. The factors used are a part of the USAC filing. The
COE revenue requirements were obtained by dividing local switching support (weighted
DEM) by the factors described above. Using the “small company™ GSF factors developed
above, the GSF amounts were added to the direct cost. The revenue requirements were
divided by USF loops to obtain a Switching Revenue Requirement/Loop, by study area.
(c) Irunking Cost, ~

V1. Total Cable & Wire (C&W) Investments and expenses and Total COE Transmission
Investments and expenses by cost company were extracted from the NECA data. Using
ARMIS data, a factor was developed for message trunk investment to total investment for both
COE - Transmission and C&W. This factor approximates the effect of the removal of loop

0

47 CFR Part 36 § 36.621
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investment (both message and private line), and private line trunk investment. The ratio is
unique for each Tier 1 study area. Study area trunking revenue requirements were then

developed. The revenue requirements were divided by USF loops to obuain a Trunking
Revenue Requirement/Loop, by study area.
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High Cost Modeling Project
Part 2A - Hold-Harmiess Support Calculation (Step 4}
2/24/98 1535

Type A Hold-Harmiess Type B Hold-
{Support Based) Hoid Harmiess
Exigting Type A Harmiess Support

Support Hold- {Contrib- (Step 4)
High DEM Harmiless ution
Cost Weighting Based)
Support {note 1)

(mililons) | (millions) | (millions) (millions) (miilions)
Alabama S 214 3 110 § 324 S - S 324
Arzona 3 19718 65 § 26.2 s 17 4 S 436
Arkansas S 458 1S 95 § 553 s - 3 55.3
Cahforma s 2858 82 77 Y - $ 377
Colorado $ 28318 43 § 326 3 - $ 326
Connectcut S - $ 12 8 12 S 132 L 144

Delaware s - $ - 3 - S - $ -

Distnet of Columbia s - L - S - S - $ -
Flonda s 11618 47 3 163 s 488 s 65.1
Georgia $ 41118 130 § 54 0 $ - $ 54.0
Hawan S - s 06 s 06 s 31 s 37
Idaho S 18918 69 § 258 s - s 258
lhnors $ €613 108 § 174 3 - s 17.4
indtana s 30(8 85 s 115 s - s 115
lowa s 911418 156 247 S $ 247
Kansas S 60|83 122 & 482 3 $ 482
Kentucky s 14118 61 § 201 $ - $ 204
Louisiana s 400 | S 82 s 482 $ s 48.2
Maine 3 4618 62 s 109 s - $ 10.9
Maryland $ - $ 05 § 0% 3 - $ 0.5
Massachusetts 3 o0ls 03 s 03 3 - S 03
Michgan 3 13118 108 3 238 s s 2386
Mwnnesota S 1011 180 § 281 $ - $ 281
MISSiS D04 s 17718 49 3 226 S - S 226
Missoun b 2948 100 § 394 S $ 394
Montana $ 2348 103 § 337 s - s 337
Nebraska s 671¢s 99 § 1668 s - $ 166
Nevada 3 3218 48 3 78 s 3 78
HNew Hampshwre s 2518 48 3 73 3 $ 73
New Jersey $ 20($ 09 § 29 3 - $ 29
fiew Menco s 1918 101 292 s - s 292
New Yorx s 961s 204 3 300 s 543 s 843
North Caromna 3 21513 78 § 291 $ - 3 291
Norh Dakota S 65¢t3 113 178 s S 178
Cnio 3 46183 51 8 98 3 - S 98
Culanoma s 266|3 172 § 438 $ 3 438
Cregon 3 18218 62 s 263 3 3 263
Pennsytvarg $ 1418 100 § 114 $ s 114

Rhode 'siand $ - $ - [ . s [ .
Scuth Carcung 3 2918 137 3 388 3 - 3 386
South Daxota s 40| 103 143 3 - 3 143
Tennessee s 7618 117 s 192 3 141 S 333
Teras s 73218 194 § 928 s 39| |s 1285
Utan s 298 4% 3 T4 3 61 3 135
Vermont s 401s 49 3 89 3 - $ 89
Vigma S D RES 54 % 104 s - s 104
‘Washngton 3 471}8 76 3 22 3 16 % 3 437
West Vegrea s 1881% 32 201 s - S 201
Wriscontn 3 12118 254 3 37s 3 s 375
Wyomng S 1281s 41 3 187 s s 167
{Tora S 7303 2 s a3 s 209 [ 135

Hecte

OEM weigrdng amourny Shown hete nciude ad verage schedule compames, and thus overestmate support




High Cost Modeling Project
Part 28 - Hold-Harmiess Part 8 Support Calculation

2/24/98 1535
Type 8 Hoid-Harmiess - Contribution Based
New System Embedded Costs Type 8 Hold-
With Type A Hold- Existing Percent | Switch: Harmless
Harmiess included System | increased of Thres- tnstial Finai
Support Contrib- Net Net Net National hold = Estimate | Support
ution Paydn Paydn Pay<n Average 100%

. (it > 0) (if » 0) (it > 0} of N/Avg

. {millions) | (millions) | (millions) | {(milhons) | {millions) (On = 1) | (millions} | (mMilhions)
Alabama L) 24 S 237 § - s - 3 - 107% 1S - 3 -
Anzona S 262 3 40 § 7818 - $ 78 108% 118 78S 17 4
Arkansas $ 9s 143 3 - s - s - 130% 1ls - s -
Cahfornia H 377 $ 1685 $ 13081|% 1059 |8 249 85% 0| $ - $
Colorado $ M2 S 338 § - S - $ - 118% 113 - 3 .
Connecticut $ 12§ 278 8 266193 16718 99 107% 18 995 |S 132
Delaware $ - S 68 § 6818 4213 26 78% ols - S -
District of Columbia $ - s 100 § 100($ 68¢(s KR 58% o] § - $ -
Flonda $ 163 $ 1130 3 96713 615($ %2 103% 113 35218 488
Georgia $ 1232 8 573 $ . $ - 3 - 116% 113 - S .
Hawes H 06 § 72 3 66193 43183 23 121% 1S 23S ER
Idaho H 273§ 89 $ - H - $ - 119% 1|3 S -
lihnors $ 174 § 7358 § 561(3 40113 160 a3% 0| $ - s -
Indiana s 115 § 318§ 2031 12818 75 94% ols - -

lowa S 247 § 170 § - $ - 3 - 101% 193 - 3 -
Kansas s 604 $ 169 $ - $ . $ - 118% 1S - $ .
Kentucky s 725 § 240 § - 3 - $ - 117% 118 - 3 -
Louisiana $ 662 $ 235 $ - $ $ - 117% 13 - $ -
‘Mame s 505 $ 85 8 . 3 - s . 126% 11s - s -
Marytand $ 0SS 8BS 3 8418 25218 132 B87% ol s - $ -
Massachusetts $ 03 460 3 457158 N4 123 97% 0{s - S -
Michigan } 236 § 478 $ 24213 17718 85 89% oS s
Minnesota H 281§ 291 8 101]$% - $ 10 7% o] s $ -
Missssippl $ 11087 § 144 § H $ - 133% 118 3
Misspun $ 394 § 326§ - $ - 3 - 108% 118 - 3 -
Montana $ 62 3§ 64 § s 3 - 136% 13 $
Nebraska $ 49 3 109 $ - 3 - H . 117% 113 - 3

Nevada s 78 § 165 3 86 |$ 148 T2 82% o|s - $ -
New Hampshire $ 242 8 117 % - 3 - - 118% 18 $

New Jjersey 3 29 772§ 74318 48818 2758 B81% ol s - $ -
New Mexco $ 30 § 122 8 - 3 - ] - 125% 118 - 3 -
New York $ 300 $ 1321 8 1021} 637 |3 B4 111% 118 238418 543
North Carohna s 741 3 484 3 - 3 38)s (38) 110% i s - $ -
North Dakota $ 178 § 54 § - H . 3 . 115% 18 - 3

Omeo 3$ 98 § 647 3 550183 B9[S 18 % 5% ols - $
Onianoma $ 4“3 3 192 § . } . 3 . 113% 1l s H

Cregon $ %3 s 23 8 . 3 - 3 . 111% 1S S
Pennsyvana s 1M1e $ 72 8 eS8 | “Mr|s 218 84% 0| s 3

Rnode Island $ - 3 78 3 T81ls S118 26 97% o|s $ -
South Carolna $ 1081 $ 242 8 - 3 - ) . 122% 18 - $

South Dakota 3 43 3 54 3 . $ . [} . 117% 18 . [ .
Tennessee $ 192 $ Me 3 1521(8 $21(% 100 105% 118 1001(S$ 141
Tesas $ 928 3 1032 % 10613 . ) 106 109% 1|3 1086]|s 59
Utan 3 74 3 128 § 54183 o8ls 45 101% 18 4513 61
vermont ] 60 $ 53 $ . $ - $ - 142% 118 - $ .
Vugina $ 104 3 08 3 405193 22398 182 93% ols . $ -
Washington 3 22 s o3 s 6118 - $ 81 108% 113 6118 1865
West Virgina $ 589 § 103 3 - s - s . 125% 1S - s .
Wconen $ s s 280 § - 3 . 3 - 88% o{s s -
Wyoming 3 335 42 3 - 3 $ - 145% 118 - 3
Jotal 3 173 73]y se(3 els %o ) )

Check  nterstate™"

Sum Revenues
onl 1813
00) 137
[oRe} 5 3%6
€0 142
om 6261
[{sX}] 1533
o0 4 89

00 &Q7
00) 1016
Q1 21838

82 418

29%



High Cost Modeling Project
Part 3 - Results - Change from Existing Pr

fam

2/24/98 15:35

This Plan Compared to ExisMederat Program
Exisﬁnﬂrogram This Plan Net

Contri- Support Benefit Contri- Support Benefit Gain

bution bution

(millions) | (millions) | (millions) [ (millions) | (millions) | {millions) | (millions)
Alabama $ 17 S 32 $ 158 27 $ 32 3 6% )]
Arizona L 21 S 26 3 58 38 $ 4 S 518 Q)
Arkansas S 10 § 58 § 4518 16 $ 99 § 8318 38
Califomia $ 144  $ 38 § (106)| $ 189 § 38 8 (151)} § (45)
Colorado $ 21§ 33§ 1218 38 S M S 3 (15)
Connecticut S 18 $ 1 3 (173 $ 31 S 14 S (NS (®)
Delaware S 4 S - S (4)] $ 8 3 - s (8) $ (3)
District of Columbia | $ 79 - S (7} $ 1 3 - S (1) 8 (4)
Florida S 78 $ 16 § (62){ $ 127 § 65 $ (61)! § 0
Georgia S 35 $ 54 § 1918 64 § 123§ 5918 40
Hawaii S 5 § 1S 4 S 8 3 4 S (4)} $ (0)
ldaho $ 5.8 26 S 2018 10 $ 27 § 1718 (3)
inois $ 58§ 17§ (40)| $ 82 § 17 3 €s5)| s (25)
Indiana s 24§ 12 S (13){ $ 6 3 12 $ (24); § (11
lowa S 12§ 25 8 1318 19 § 25 § 618 (7N
Kansas s 12 S 48 S R 19 § 60 §$ 4113 5
Kentucky $ 15 $ 20 $ 518 27 8 72 3 46 1S 40
Louisiana $ 17 S 48 S 3118 26 $ 66 § 4018 9
Maine L3 6 § 11 S 518 9 3 S0 $ 411 36
Maryland $ 26§ o S (25)1 8 4 3 0 S (43)| $ (18)

- Massachusetts 3 34 3 0o s (33)| $ 52 § c S (51)| 8 (18)

Michigan s 41 S 24 § (18)| $ 54 § 24§ (30)| $ (12)
Minnesota s 21§ 28 § 718 s 28 § (4)}$ (12)
Mississippi s 10 § 23 3 1313 16 § 107 § 9118 78
Missoun S 24 3 39 § 15183 36 3 9 § 318 {13
Montana S 4 3 M S 3018 73 46 § 3918 9
Nebraska S 73 17 8 9($ 12§ 5 § 231(8$ 14
Nevada $ S 3 8 3 (1)l s 18 § 8 § (1) $ (9)
New Hampshwe s 73 73 118 13 8 24§ 1113 1
New Jersey s 50 $ I “nls 87 § 3 s (84)} 8 (37)
New Mexco s 73 29 ¢ 213 14 S 53 § 9|8 17
New York S 94 3 30 $ {64); $ 148 § 84 § (64)| $ (0)
North Carolina S 3 3 29 8 (4)} 54 3 74 3 218 24
North Dakota H 3 s 18 3 1518 ‘6 3 18 § 1218 (3)
Ohio s 47 3 10 $ (an|s 73§ 10§ (63)| $ (26)
Okiahoma s 14 S 4 3 3018 2 3 4 3 2318 (N
Oregon $ 16 S 26 3 1113 25 $ 35§ 108 (0)
Pennsylvarua s L 11 s (44)| 87 s 11 8 (75)] $ (31)
Rhode Island $ 5§ S s 9 S - 91 (4)
South Carolina $ 16 $ 39 $ 23 [ $ 27 § 106 § 7918 57
South Dakota L3 3 8 14 3 1118 6 3 14 3 8is$ )
Tennessee 3 rL 19 § ()| $ 39 § 33§ (5 $ ()]
Texas L 80 $ 93 3 13183 116 § 128 § 138 0
Utah s 8 s 73 ("'s 14§ 14 3 Mml's 0
Vermont $ 3 s 9 3 6(S 6 S 36 S 30($ 24
Virgimia s 13 8 10 (22)} 8 57 $ 10§ 47| s (24)
Washington $ 26 S 32§ 68 43§ 49 S 6!s (0)
Wgst Virgina S TS 20 § 1318 12 3 57 $ 451S 32
Wisconsin s 23 8 37 8 1518 3t 8 7 S 61$ (9)
Wyoming $ 3 s 178 1418 5 8 3 s 298 15
{Total 'S 12437 114278 (O[S 1948[S 1948]S ols 101 |



High Cost Modeling Project
Existing System Net Benefits

um‘mwmmlw

2/24/98 15.35
.
Contributions Under Support Under Net
Current System Current System Benefit
High DEM Total High DEM Total Total
Cost Weighting Cost Weighting
Fund Fund
(000s) (000s) (000s) (000s) {000s) (000s (000s)
Alabama S 11621 $ 5747 § 17.368 S 21405 3 11044 § 32,449 S 15,081
Anzona S 12564 § 8.165 § 20,729 S 19741 § 6478 § 26,220 H 5,490
Arkansas 4 6,704 $ 3477 S 10,182 L 45756 § 9542 § 55.299 $ 45117
Calforma $ 10305 § 40526 $ 143582 s 28502 9,195 § 37698 $ (105.,885)
Colorado $ 12390 3 8400 3 20,791 3 28276 § 4301 § 32577 S 11,786 -
Connectcut S 10,592 § 7299 $ 17,891 s - S 1229 § 1,229 $ (166861
Delaware S 2427 § 1,803 § 4230 3 - s - H - $ (4,230)
Distnet of Columbia S 4015 § 2805 § 6.820 H - S - $ - S (6,820
Flonda [ 49805 $ 28,013 § 77.817 S 11,619 § 46668 $ 16,285 $ (61,532)
Georgia $ 22247 8 13222 § 35,469 S 41078 § 12,968 $ 54 044 $ 18 575
Hawan [ 3202 S 1,743 § 4 951 S - s 645 3 645 H (4,306)
idaho s 3188 $ 2,140 $ 5,329 s 18,868 S 6,904 $ 25772 s 20,443
Hinors H 38727 S 18,796 $ 57523 s 6626 $ 10,806 S 17,4314 $ (40,092
Indiana S 16246 $ 8.033 § 24,279 S 2975 § 8,550 § 11.525 $  (12,754)
lowa 3 7781 § 4253 § 12,033 $ 9087 § 15628 3 24 695 $ 12,661
Kansas S 7734 8 4038 $ . 11772 H 16046 § 12,188 § 48,232 H 36.460
Kentucky s 9874 § 4998 $ 14,872 s 14062 $ 6,070 $ 20,132 s 5,260
Lourssana s 11790 $ 5656 $ 17.446 H 39990 § 8,228 3§ 48,218 S 30,772
Maine H 3928 S 1999 § 5.927 s 4640 6232 § 10,872 b 4,945
Marytand ] 15881 § 9831 § 25,712 3 - S 498 § 498 (25214)
Massachusetts S 21604 $ 12170 § 33774 s 78 332 § 338 $ (3343
‘Michigan S 29675 $ 11670 § 41345 S 13137  § 10,489 $ 23,626 s (1772, .
!Mnnnesota H 14203 § 66873 § 20.877 3 10,115 $ 17992 $ 28,107 S 7,230
MSsISSIDPH s 6477 § 3569 § 10.046 s 17702 $ 4913 § 22,615 H 12,569
'\Missoun ] 15944 § 803 § 23 983 $ 29429 § 9967 S 39,396 S 15413
Montana s 2506 3 1606 $ 4112 s 23380 § 10,287 $ 33 667 s 29,555
Nebraska H 4828 § 2639 § 7.467 H 6688 $ 9926 § 16,614 $ 9.147
{tevada s 5589 $ 1674 3§ 9.263 S 3208 $ 4625 § 7.833 $ (1.430)
‘.‘Jew Hampsihwe S it s 2897 3 6.814 3 2454 § 4839 $ 7.332 3 519
{New Jersey 3 30058 3 19682 $ 49740 $ 2048 S 882 $ 2930 $ (46810)
*iew Mexnco H 4238 $ 2908 $ 7.145 s 19107 $ 10119 $ 29,228 3 22.081
{\New York S 60164 § 33525 3 93,689 H 9633 § 20380 § 30.023 $ (83668
Morth Carohna S 21681 § 11214 8 32,895 S 21475 § 7586 § 29,061 $ (3,830
vorn Dakota 3 1843 § 1094 § 2,938 b 6458 3 11,07 § 17,775 $ 14,838
Thio 3 J2405 8 14 267 § 46 672 S 4625 $ 5138 § 9763 $ (38910
Cxianoma s 9485 3§ 4821 3 14 308 S 26637 § 17,182 § 43818 S 29,513
Cregon s 9612 § 6,100 § 15,712 S 18151 § 8152 § 26,303 3 10,591
Pennsyvars $ 37047 $ 18531 § 55578 S 1426 § 10012 § 11,437 S (44141)
,Rhcde 'siand 3 R T 2004 3 5138 $ - S - S - S {5.138)
Sauh Carokna $ 10209 $ 5848 § 16 087 3 22924 3 15650 S 38,574 s 22317
iSouth Dakota s 2004 $ 1,25 3 3254 - 3991 § 10,288 § 14,279 s 11,024
|Tennesses 3 15984 3 8471 % 24 455 H 7573 § 1165 § 19,232 $ (5.222)
iTexas 3 55565 $ 24144 8 79.709 S 73168 § 19429 $ 92,595 s 12,087
jutan $ 5123 3 Jix2 s 8 255 s 2875 § 4547 § 7.422 s (834)
Ivermont S 1902 § 1350 § 325¢ 3 3974 $ 4880 3 8,853 $ 5602
[Virgiua $ 19593 13068 $ 12658 s 4955 § 5419 § 10,374 3 (22.204)
| ¥V asrngton S 17018 8 9408 $ 28,422 3 24655 § 7570 $ 32,225 3 5.802
(YVest Virgiua s 4404 $ 2605 § 7.008 s 16,839 $ 3245 8 20,085 3 13,078
IWisconsin s 15911 § 6800 § 22711 s 12055 § 25433 8§ 37.488 L 1477
ivyorming $ 1427 8 1106 $ 2534 S 12,571 $ 4134 § 16,705 3 1417
T
LS Average
Caicuiated Total $ 817323 § 425210 § 1242532 $ 729946 $ 411572 $ 1141518 $ (101014
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WASHINGTON, D.C. 20554

In the Matter of

CC Docket No. 96-45
Federal-State Joint Board on

Universal Service

— e S S S

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

| HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing documents

have been furnished to the parties on the attached service list.

YD sl

3

~Joel B. Shifman, Esquire
Maine Public Utilities Commission
242 State Street

Augusta, Maine 04333-0018




Harold Furchtgott-Roth, Comm.
Federal Communications Comm.
1919 M. Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

Russell Frisby, Jr., Chairman
Maryiand Public Service Comm.
16th Floor, 6 St. Paul Street
Baltimore, Maryland 1202-6806

Gloria Tristani, Commissioner
Federal Communications Comm.
1919 M. Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

Laska Schoenfelder, Commissioner
S. Dakota Public Utilities Comm.
500 E. Capital Avenue

e, SD 57501

e

Martha S. Hogerty, Public Counsel
State of Missouri

P.O. Box 7800
Harry S. Truman Building. Rm. 250
Jefferson City, MO 65102

Eileen Benner

ldaho Public Utilities Commission
P.O. Box 83720

Boise, ID 83720-0074

Lorraine Kenyon

Alaska Public Utilities Commission
6 West Sixth Ave., Suite 400

Rfichorage, AK 99501

Michael Powell, Commissioner
Federal Communications Comm.
1919 M. Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

David N. Baker, Chairman

Georgia Public Service Comm.
244 Washington Street., S.E.
Atlanta, Georgia 30334-5701

Julia L. Johnson, Commissioner
Florida Public Service Comm.
250 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850

Whiting Thayer

Federal Communications Comm.
200 L. Street, N.W. Suite 812
Washington, D.C. 20036

Rachel B. Chone, Commissioner
Federal Communications Comm.
1919 M. Street, NN\W. Rm. 844
Washington, D.C. 20054

Debra M. Kriete

Pennsylvania Public Utilities Comm
P.O. Box 3265
Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265

Paul E. Pederson, Staff Chair
Missouri Public Service Comm.
P.0O. Box 360

Truman State Office Building
Jefferson City, MO 65102

Susan Ness, Commissioner
Federal Communications Comm.
1919 M. Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

William Kennard, Chairman
Federal Communications Comm.
1919 M. Street, N.W.
Woashington, D.C. 20554

Kenneth McClure, Chairman
Missouri Public Service Comm.
301 W. High Street, Suite 530
Jefferson City, MO 65102

Sharon L. Nelson, Chairman

Washington Utilities &
Transportation Commission

P.O. Box 47250

Olympia, WA 98504-7250

Alex Belinfante

Federal Communications Comm.
1919 M. Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20054

Debra Dupont, Federal Staff Chair
Federal Communications Comm.
200 L. Street, N.W.

Washington,. D.C. 20036.

William Howden

Federal Communications Comm.
200 L Street, N.W., Suite 812
Washington, D.C. 20036



Larry Povich

Federal Communications Comm.
1919 M. Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20054

"

Sandra Makeeff

lowa Utilities Board

Lucas State Office Building
Des Moines, IA° 50319

Rafi Mohammed

Federal Communications Comm.
200 L Street, N.W., Suite 812
Washington, D.C. 20036

Mark Nadel
Federal Communications Comm.
1919 M. Street, N.W.

hington, D.C. 20054

.

Teresa Pitts

Washington Utilities &
Transportation Commission

P.O. Box 47250

Olympia, WA  98504-7250

Jeanine Poltronieri

Federal Communications Comm.
200 L. Street, N.W., Suite 257
Washington, D.C. 20036

Brian Roberts

C~lifornia Public Utilities Comm.
Van Nes Avenue

35?; Francisco, CA

94102-3298

Charles Bolle
South Dakota Public Utilities Com

State Capital, 500 E. Capitol Ave.

Pierre, SD 57501-56070

Terry Monroe

New York Public Service Comm.
Three Empire Plaza

Albany, NY 12223

Gary Oddi

Federal Communications Comm.
200 L Street., N.W. Suite 257
Washington, D.C. 20036

Philip F. McClelland

Pennsylvania Office of Consu.
Advocate

1425 Strawberry Square

Harrisburg, PA 17120

James Bradford Ramsay

National Assoc. of Regulatory
Utility Commissioners

1201 Constitution Avenue. N.W,

Washington, D.C. 20423

Gary Seigel

Federal Communications Comm.
200 L. Street., N.W.,, Suite 257
Washington, D.C. 20036

Richard J. Johnson, Brian Grogan
Minnesota Independent Coalition
4800 Northwest Center

90 South Seventh Street
Minneapolis, MN  55402-4129

Clara Kuehn

Federal Communications Comm.
200 L. Street, N.W., Suite 257
Washington, D.C. 20036

Samuel Loudenslager
Arkansas Public Service Comm.
P.O. Box 400

Little Rock., AR 72203-0400

Michael A. McRae

D.C. Office of the People's
Counsel

1133 5th Street, N.W. Suite 500

Washington, D.C. 20005

Andrew Mulitz

Federal Communications Comm.
200 L. Street., N.W. Suite 257
Washington, D.C. 20038

Pamela Szymczak

Federal Communications Comm.
200 L. Street., N.W. Suite 257
Washington, D.C. 20036

A. Campbell, |. Penn, J. Podesta
Institute for Public Representation
Georgetown University Law Cente
500 New Jersey Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 200001

Jonathan Reel

Federal Communications Comm:.
200 L. Street., N.W., Suite 257
Woashington, D.C. 20036



